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Understanding the behavior of those evaluating a

speech is important for a complete understanding of the public
communication process. Ratings of public speaking were submitted to a
Rasch analysis to determine whether objective measurement can create
and maintain a standard of speech evaluation. Data used were 1,022
ratings of 168 speeches given by 34 public speaking students at
Roosevelt University in Chicago (Illinois) in 2 successive years.
Speeches were evaluated by four independent raters and student
speakers acting as raters. Raters used an 83-item list of components
of a good speech corpleted by 5 speech teachers. The FACETS computer
program of J. M. Linacre provided the means of performing the Rasch
analysis. Data do not reveal a pattern to rater severity. Independent
raters and teachers were no tougher in their judgments than were
speakers. A speaker's ability was not related to how tough he or she
was as a rater. Results do indicate that objective measurement can
create and maintain a standard of speech evaluation. Three tables and
three figures illustrate the study. There is a l4-item list of

references.
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Speech Evaluation

Public speaking, by its very nature, produces criticism and evaluation. This

commentary is an integral component of the communication process. It is only
through feedback that the effectiveness of the communication can be checked. One
of the goals of speech evaluation isimprovement. Ever since Isocrates, teachers have
been trying to enhance their students’ natural abilities. Teachers educate them in the
theory of public speaking, then make them practice. Eventually most students master
the skill, if not the art, of public speaking. A good speech evaluation form is a useful
device. It focuses the critique, provides a diagnosis, and guides recommendations for
future presentations.

The competencies required for giving a good speech have been studied for
centuries. There is commonality to the criteria used when judging a speech. A review
of the classical corpus was made to discover evaluative elements of rhetorical criteria.
All items were analyzed for redundancy, and a working list was compared with
criteria from modem textbooks in the field as well as items included on current
evaluation forms to produce the comprehensive list of 83 items covering all aspects
of a speech that have been used to judge and evaluate public speaking. Although
initially it seemed there were too many items, some similar, oreven redundant, a few
not well-written, and a tedious format, there also was the confidence that the range
of the variable was covered in detaii. These items comprise the rating scales used for
the evaluation of the speeches in this study.

Five speech teachers sorted the 83 items into their respective rhetorical categories
of ethos, pathos, logos and the motivated sequence. There was a great deal of
agreement in the selection of the items on the scale used to define each subvariable.
After the items were sorted, a discussion was held concerning disagreements. The

majority ruled when there was not unanimity on an item’s placement.
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Data Collection

TABLE 1. -- Sample Characteris-
tics, Combined Classes, (N =34)

The data are 1,022 ratings of 168 speeches given by 34 students enrolled in
Speech Communication 301 *‘Persuasive Speaking’’ at Roosevelt University in
two successive years. They will be referred to as ‘‘Class 1’ and **Class 2°’. Class
I was held during an eight-week summer session and met twice a week. Class 2
was a sixteen- week semestef course which met once a week.

The characteristics of the sample follow. ‘‘ESL’’ means English as a second
language. **-25°’ represents age of twenty-five orless; * ‘25+"" is over twenty-five.
‘‘No’’ means the participant did not have previous training; ‘‘Yes’’ indicates

completion of a public speaking class.

Black = 18 White = 12 ESL = 4

Male = 12 Female = 22
-25 = 12 25+ = 22
No = 18 Yes = 16

The classes were divided into groups of four to eight speakers. Students were
assigned five persuasive speeches on topics of their choice. All speeches were
taped. Speakers were instructed in the use of the Motivated Sequence, and were
to organize their speeches accordingly.

Speakers did not see the rating forms. Guilford (1954) found that raters were
easier on everyone if they knew the results would be seen. Raters were informed
of the various types of rating errors commonly made (Bock and Bock 1981;
Emmert 1989). Guilford felt this awareness was a way to increase accuracy. A
Rasch analysis will adjust for these errors and calibrate the nonlinearity of the
rating scale.

The independent raters viewed some speeches live and some on tape. The
audience and instructor gave verbal feedback and filled out rating foims. The
teaching assistants viewed taped speeches privately with the speakers immedi-

ately after their presentations. They each rated the speech and discussed ways to

improve.




Classroom Evaluation

Kerlinger (1973, 132) defined a rating scale as “‘... a psychological measuring
instrument that requires the rater to assign the rated object to categories or continua
that have numerals assignedtothem.”” S.S. Stevens(1968) cautionedthat ifone would
understand the essence of a given measuring procedure, one should ask what was
matched to what. One must be sure to have clear definitions and constructs when
attempting to match one thing to another. One of the first problems facing the
researcher is the selection and application of appropriate criteria. Rating scales are
widely used for speech evaluation because they offer a standard set of criteria to be
employed for all speeches. They are a systematic way of applying the criteria. It is
crucial to provide clear instructions when implementing the rating scale. This helps
to achieve matching the presentation, the evaluation of the act, and its numerical
description.

The evaluation process is one of the most effective tools a teacher can use. The
whole idea of evaluation is to give feedback that can improve the next speech. The
speaker as well as the audience gains by the comments. Researchers have explored
aspects of speech evaluation in the classroom. Bowers (1964) says that raters should
be trained in the use of the scale before using it for the first time. He suggested using
a videotaped practice round, followed by a discussion. The classes in this study
practiced using the rating form with three live speeches given by the independent
raters. This exercise reinforces awareness of what is important in public speaking and
is intended to reduce the amount of variation amongraters. If each rater usesthe rating
form consistently, then the Rasch analysis adjusts for the variation in the toughness
of the judges.

When done correctly, the students learn that criticism is a useful part of the
communication process, and is necessary for improvement. Young (1974) found that
students perceive specific comments to be more helpful than general comments. Book
and Simmons (1980) advocate balancing the positive and the negative comments.
Both types are perceived as helpful. It is important to give enough time between
speeches for everyone to complete their evaluations without feeling rushed (Barker,
Kibler and Hunter 1968). The instructor must build a positive climate in which to
conduct the evaluation (Bock and Bock 1981). All of the above was taken into account
and implemented. The groups were small, relaxed and friendly. Thoughtful, kind and

Qo honest evaluation was the norm.
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CLassrooM EVALUATION

Bock and Bock (1981) describe four general types of raters:
1. This type is able to effectively rate both delivery and content; these are the
only two factors the rater considers important.
2. This rater does not use any content factor - the only interest is in topic
presentation and vocalics.
3. General impressions and verbal adaptations are mostlyused in the judgments
by those in the third category.
4. Judging tactical matters such as analysis and languagpe is the focusof the last
type.
A Rasch analysis will adjust for the different types and toughness of raters as long as
they are individually consistent in their use of the rating scale.
Leniency Errors
The rater may be either too easy (positive leniency) or too hard (negative leniency)
on all speakers. The Rasch model will adjust for the toughness of the judges, and
calibrate them in common units of measure.
Halo Errors
The rater may be too easy (positive halo error) or too hard (negative halo error) ona
specific speaker. A Rasch analysis will flag the rater on that speech as ‘‘misfitting”’
Error of Central Tendency
Many raters have a tendency to group scores around the middle of the scale values.
Traditionally, rating scales have five or seven categories. Often the middle category
isused as a dumping ground to avoid making a choice. A four or six point rating scale
eliminates this problem. McCrosky, Arnold and Pritchard (1967) established that the
end points on a semantic differential were further from the points next to them than
the other points were from each other. Some raters do not like to make extreme
judgments. The Rasch model calibrates the nonlinearity of the rating scale, thus
eliminating this concern.
Trait Error
Sometimes the rater has the tendency to be either too easy or too hard on a given item
on the rating scale. This is taken into account when the toughness of the raters and

the difficulty of the items are calibrated.
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Facets Model

The model used for this data
analysis:

For the first time ratings of public speaking were submitted to a Rasch analysis.
It is demonstrated that objective measurement can create and maintain a standard
of speech evaluation. The data for this research are 1,022 ratings of 168 speeches
given by 34 speakers. The FACETS computer program, written by John M.

Linacre, provided the means of performing a Rasch analysis.

k _—anlglk ) Bn - C 1 - Fgk
9 pnmiglk - 1 1~ 0g ¢
Bn n =1 - 34 (speakeis)

Cj j =1 - 41 (udges)

Dgi g=1,1=1-83 (tems)

30 #ems on the Ethos Scale

19 Rems on the Pathos Scale
29 Rems on the Logos Scale
6 items on the M $ Scale

Fgkg=1,k=1-4 (4 point rating scale)
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Rater Behavior

Table 1. --Rater Summary
Satsia

Figure L. --Rater Severity
Frequency Distribudon

Facets computer program atlows a researcher to separately analyze various
components of the situation under investigation, Raters are an important element
of public speaking evaluation. It is necessary to examine their behavior for a

complete understanding of the public communication process.
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RATER BEHAVIOR

Table 3.-- Analysis of
Variance of Rater Severity

Figure 2.-- Speaker Ability
by Severity as Rater

The data show there does not seem to be a pattemn to rater severity. An analysis
of variance shows that none of the demographic factors was significant. Surpris-

ingly, independent ratersand teachers were not any tougher in theirjudgments than

speakers.
Squared Multiple R: 0.134
Souwrce Sum-of-Squares DE  Mean Square F Ratio P
Gender 0.038 1 0.038 0.041 841
Group 1.265 1 0.633 0.678 514
Ethnicity 4.290 2 2,145 2.299 186
Age 0.374 1 0.374 0.401 531
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RATER BEHAVIOR

Fgure 3.-- Variaton of Rater
Severity
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Again, surprisingly, a speaker’s ability is unrelated to how tough she or he is
as arater. Some poor speakers are quite critical, and some good speakers are easy.
Evidently a rater’s frame of reference and severity is a personal, perceptual

experience.
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This graph demonstrates the importance of objective measures rather than a
proportion of raw scores. When the toughness of the rater is taken into consider-
ation, the results can be different. For example, eight speakers have ascore of .80.
However, their measures range from -0.82 to -0.05. Two of the best speakers have
scores of 1.3, yet their measures are 1.00 and 0.79. Speaker 19 had the best score

of 1.4, but was seventh in ability after scores were conditioned into measures.
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Rater Consistency

The four independent raters - 35, 36, 37, 38,- evaluated speeches on tape.
Apparently viewing tapes does not affect the severity of the rater. Ameng all raters,
those who viewed tapes range from the toughest to fairly easy raters. However, the
independent raters all have slight misfits. This could be due to the fact hat some
behaviors such as eye contact are difficult to assess on tape. The camera magnifies
some nonverbal actions such as facial expressions, or swaying and pacing. These
speakers are not trained for the camera. Also, the energy of a live performance is
missing. The raters may not have reacted consistently to items on the pathos
subscale.

Eight speaker/raters also misfit slightly. This could be due to several reasons.
First, perhapsthe inconsistent response to the motivated sequence items affects these
raters. More time spent on explaining this subscale could help produce more
congruity in theraters. Second, the evaluation form used in thisstudy is cumbersome.
It is a coupon-book style, and the items are mixed up. Third, the evaluation form is
tedious, and rater fatigue may have resulted in inconsistency.

A new and improved evaluation form does correct these problems. Items can be
organized according to their respective subscales, making it easier for the rater to
maintain a frame of reference. The number of items can be cut down, reducing rater

strain,
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